Abstract The decennial religious congregations and membership studies are a popular data source for analyzing local religious composition and diversity, but several methodological challenges hinder merging the datasets for longitudinal analyses. In this paper, we introduce strategies for addressing four of the most serious challenges: religious mergers and schisms, changes in membership standards within certain groups, missing data and changes in county boundaries. In doing so we successfully merge the 1980, 1990, 2000 and 2010 collections and build new longitudinal datasets of congregational and membership counts at the state and county levels. These changes increase religious group representation from 48 to 76, reduce bias from missing data, allow for the more reliable inclusion of 20-23 million adherents in each year, and improve overall ease of use. We also document instances when corrections were not possible and alert readers to the limitations of the merged files when measuring change among certain groups. The new longitudinal files are accessible from theARDA.com.
local religious composition, diversity, and the contextual effects of religion (Lim 2013) . The four most recent of these datasets (i.e. 1980, 1990, 2000, 2010) have been collectively downloaded more than 60,000 times from the Association of Religion Data Archives (theARDA.com) over the past 10 years. Moreover, religious denominations and local congregations, as well as the media and community planners, use the files extensively for research, journalism, and planning. In short, the collections have proven invaluable to a diverse group of users for mapping and analyzing religious variations across counties, states and the nation.
Despite the popularity of these collections, they are seldom used to measure changes in religious group size or the composition and diversity of geographic regions overtime. Several practical and methodological challenges deter researchers from merging the datasets. This paper introduces methodological strategies to address four of the most significant challenges for merging the collections: religious mergers and schisms, changes in membership standards within certain groups, missing data, and changes in county boundaries. Relying on these strategies we merge the 1980, 1990, 2000 and 2010 collections and build two datasets of congregational and membership data across time: one for counties and another for states.
1 When possible, we make corrections or offer improved estimates to standardize measures and units of analysis over time. When corrections are not possible, however, we alert readers to the limitations of the merged files.
Before we address the challenges of merging the data collections, however, we begin with a brief overview of the data collection procedures used. Documenting how the data are collected helps to clarify and identify the challenges that emerge when we attempt to merge the collections.
Collecting Congregational and Membership Data
The congregational and membership studies conducted in 1980, 1990, 2000 and 2010 each provide a county-by-county enumeration of religious bodies in the U.S.. Although similar collections also were conducted in 1952 and 1971 (National Council of Churches 1956 Johnson et al. 1974 ), we have not included them because the level of participation was lower and the measures used were less standardized than the later collections. The remaining four datasets relied on procedures and measurement criteria that were largely standardized. Nevertheless, we highlight several important differences between the remaining four collections.
In each of the decennial studies, a study representative contacted all of the major religious groups and asked them to report on the number of congregations, members and adherents in their religious group for each county in the U.S.. We focus on congregational counts and total adherents because these measures are more consistently reported across religious groups and are more standardized than membership (membership counts are also unavailable in the online versions of the 2000 and 2010 datasets). For many groups, especially Christian groups practicing adult baptism, full membership status was reserved for adults. In contrast, adherents is a more inclusive measure defined as ''all members, including full members, their children and the estimated number of other participants who are not considered members'' (Quinn et al. 1982) . Not all religious groups directly reported both membership and adherent data. When religious groups reported only adult members, the data collectors estimated the number of total adherents using a county-level multiplier.
2 Most religious groups who directly reported adherents agreed to the standard definition, but several groups changed their counting methodology over the years, usually to make their adherent counts more accurate and more comparable to other groups. Data collectors also commissioned independent studies for groups that were difficult to count accurately, such as the Amish and most non-Christian groups. These independent studies were not always conducted by the same principal investigators (PIs) from one decade to the next and employed different methodologies. Among those groups affected by changes in measurement, therefore, counts differ substantially between the datasets and may not reliably reflect changes in size.
We also call attention to the fact that the scope of the data collections has expanded over time, resulting in varying levels of data collection efforts allocated to specific groups. For the 1980 and 1990 collections the PIs appealed only to Christian denominations and Jewish groups, capturing the vast majority of white Americans attending local congregations. Later collections expanded to include independent Christian congregations as well as non-Christian groups. Despite the PIs' efforts to include as many groups as possible, the level of participation varied across the datasets, with 109 3 participating in 1980, 133 in 1990, 149 in 2000, and 236 in 2010 . As shown in greater detail in online supplement Appendix A (all appendices are available at theARDA.com), however, only 48 of the cumulative 302 participating groups have both adherent and congregation data in all four decades. The considerable variation in participation can be partly explained by the expanded scope of the collection procedures in later decades. Furthermore, some groups merged, split, or simply reported their data differently from one decade to the next, while other groups simply participated in some years, but not others. The result is that most groups have missing data for at least 1 year.
Finally, we should note that the official name of the datasets and the sponsoring institutions have varied from year to year. The 1980 collection was assembled by the Glenmary Research Center and the final three collections were conducted by the Association of Statisticians of American Religious Bodies. 4 The 1980 and 1990 2 Reported Church Members 9 [Total Population/(Total Population -Children 13 years and under)]. In the 2010 collection, 85 groups reported their own adherents while an additional 58 groups reported members and had adherents estimated by data collectors using the county-level multiplier The religion census data offer great promise for conducting longitudinal and spatial analyses on religious change in America, but merging the files and offering comparable data over time poses multiple challenges. Below we review these challenges, offer recommendations on how some can be addressed and review the limitations that will remain.
Addressing the Challenges
In this paper, we address four major challenges in merging the four religion census datasets. First, we devise a new scheme to address inconsistency in variable names across the datasets because of mergers, schisms or changes in how a group's data were aggregated over time. Second, we document how some groups changed their standards for reporting adherent and/or congregation counts between collections and we clearly delineate between the counts that can be rectified and those that cannot. Third, we reduce the amount of missing data by offering adherent estimates for groups missing adherent and/or congregation data for a single year and by providing comparable estimates overtime for groups involved in mergers or schisms. Fourth, we account for changes in the geographic boundaries of counties, allowing for a comparable unit of analysis over time. In addressing the problems, we produce a merged dataset of the four collections that readily permit trend analysis of adherent and congregation counts, although with some caveats that we clearly identify.
Accounting for Mergers, Schisms, and Other Aggregations
Religious group schisms occur when a group splits into two or more groups, and a merger occurs when two or more religious groups become one group, which makes it difficult to consistently identify the same group of adherents over time. This problem is further compounded by measurement errors, such as accidentally omitting one of the religious groups involved in the merger, schism or some other aggregate group change. Since religious groups are geographically concentrated and therefore non-randomly distributed (Land et al. 1991; Stump 1998; Finke and Stark 2005) , the unintentional omission of a group in longitudinal analyses could introduce significant bias. We address both of these problems in the new longitudinal file.
We begin by replacing the old naming scheme for variables with one that is more consistent across the data collections. In the stand-alone versions of the religion census data available online, the variable names assigned to individual religious groups are different in each dataset. Data are presented in ''wide'' format (i.e. each row is a county and the dozens of columns contain the counts of each religious group's adherents and congregations separately) and users must rely on the name of the religious group to match them across datasets. Although most groups retain the same name for each year they participated, their name can change due to mergers, splits or changes in how the data were reported. In the case of schisms, adherents who previously belonged to one religious group are split among two or more groups after the schism. In mergers, the opposite occurs. In addition, some groups in the religion census data did not formerly split or merge, but agreed to report together in 1 year and separately in another.
To alleviate the burden of identifying groups across the datasets for users, we first replaced the old variable names with the unique three-number codes assigned to each religious group by the religion census data collectors. Second, we created new aggregate cases that combine all groups affected by a schism, merger, or other group count change into a single group. The full listing of religious group names and their accompanying codes are in Appendix A and the ''notes'' column identifies which groups are combined on account of a merge, split or change in aggregated reporting. Our solution resulted in eight new aggregate groups created from 27 individual religious groups:
(a) A total of five groups present in the religion census data were affected by a schism and were combined into two new groups for the longitudinal file. (b) Six groups experienced a formal merger and were combined into two new groups. (c) Sixteen groups chose to report together in 1 year but separately in another, and we subsequently combined them into four new groups. Table 1 identifies the affected religious groups and their sizes. Newly combined groups are now assigned the three-digit code that matches the largest group among them, followed by the letter ''b'' to indicate that multiple groups were combined to make the new group. Data in the merged file are also presented in ''long'' format (i.e. rows now represent religious groups in a specific county and year, and only two columns are used to identify adherent and congregation counts). Groups that would otherwise be dropped because they do not appear to participate across the datasets are now included, resulting in nearly two million additional adherents across all four datasets. In this way, the longitudinal file includes both the combined groups and the individual counts of each religious group that was included in the combined group.
5
Once we identified the groups that needed to be combined, however, some data remained missing. In five instances, one of the groups included in a combined group 5 The merged file also includes a variable that flags whether each case is included elsewhere in a combined group or is itself a combined group.
Rev Relig Res (2018) 60:403-422 407 was missing adherent counts in 1 year, so we estimated the missing adherent counts in these cases (please see the section on missing data for methodological details). Because schisms are often regionally based, this correction reduces the geographic bias that would exist if they were omitted. In other cases, a few of the schismatic groups simply did not participate. For example, the Alliance of Baptists (AOB) split from the Southern Baptist Convention (SBC) in 1987 and is included in the 2010 religion census collection. We chose not to combine the 2010 AOB counts with the SBC because the AOB only provided data on the number of congregations in 2010 and provided no data at all in 1990 and 2000. 6 Individual congregations also are known to switch affiliations or become independent churches at a smaller scale than formal schism (Marcum 2017; Chaves 2017) , making it impossible to track the adherents of congregations who leave the denomination to another group in the data. Most of these omissions, however, are small and will have little impact on the total counts. Overall, our adjustments for known schisms, mergers and other aggregations allow for meaningful comparisons over time for more groups and greatly ease the use of the longitudinal files.
Group Measurement Changes
A second major challenge for constructing a longitudinal file is when some groups change the criteria they use for counting adherents or congregations from one collection to the next. As noted earlier, the criteria or methods used for collecting the data were sometimes changed in an effort to improve the counts or make their measurement comparable to other groups in the collection. By making the change, however, the adherent or congregation counts for the group were no longer comparable across all four collections. This is a significant concern because it affects four of the 10 largest religious groups in the country and because it is often the most difficult to correct. Adherent count is estimated for these groups 6 The omission of the AOB from SBC enumerations in the 1990 and subsequent collections is unlikely to be associated with significant bias. In 2010, there were 124 AOB congregations compared to 50,816 congregations in the SBC. Table 2 lists all of the groups where measurement criteria or methods changed for at least one time point, reports on the size of the group, and offers recommendations on when over time comparisons can be made. Below we offer additional information and additional precautions for each of these groups.
7 Before we review these details, however, we first explain how we were able to offer corrections for the measurement changes of the United Methodist Church.
For the United Methodist Church (UMC), there was a change in adherent measurement between 2000 and 2010. Prior to the 2010 collection, the UMC reported membership, but not adherent counts. Because adherents were not directly reported, the religion census data collectors estimated adherents using the membership count and their standard county-level multiplier (see footnote 2). In 2010, however, UMC statisticians directly reported their own adherent totals for each congregation, and this shift yielded more adherents than the old estimate. The county-level estimation would have identified 9.3 million adherents in 2010 rather than the 9.9 million reported by UMC statisticians (see Table 2 ). Since the UMC submitted both membership and adherent counts to the religion census in 2010, it is possible to use the old county-level estimation formula to create an adherent count consistent with earlier datasets. We also requested from the UMC statisticians a direct reporting of adherent counts for 2000, which made it possible to use the direct-reporting measurement for 2000 and 2010. Both the ''new'' and ''old'' versions of UMC adherents for 2000 and 2010 are included in the longitudinal file.
In the case of the UMC, the measurement change was relatively simple and we were able to standardize the 2010 adherent count with earlier years using membership and a county-level multiplier. Other groups have more complicated changes and we were unable to standardize their counts across all four datasets. Like the UMC, the measurement of Roman Catholic Church adherents switched to a more direct-reported adherent count in 2010. Unlike the UMC, however, earlier counts relied on some survey-based estimates, which could not be standardized with the new count method. The Southern Baptist Convention and Church of Latter-day Saints changed their definition of congregations or adherents and, unlike the UMC, were unable to provide counts to us based on their old/new definition. For Eastern Orthodox groups and the Wesleyan Church, we are unable to determine the methodology used in some years, which calls into question measurement consistency across time. Among the remaining cases of measurement change, religion census data collectors commissioned independent studies to improve the accuracy of measurement. Differences in data collection methods and strategies used by these independent studies contribute another source of measurement inconstancy over time. Each group has a unique measurement history that limits comparisons between two or more collection years. We describe these histories in more detail here:
7 There are additional non-Christian groups (i.e. Buddhist, Jain, Muslim, and Hindu) whose data were collected by different independent PIs or with differing procedures between years, and only have counts for 2000 and 2010. We do not discuss those groups here due to their limited participation, but we do include notes about their measurement in Appendix A. More detailed descriptions of the methodologies used to count all groups in each collection are available in the appendices of the religion censuses' data publications (Quinn et al. 1982; Bradley et al. 1992; Jones et al. 2002; Grammich et al. 2012) . • The Catholic Church In 2000, some adherent counts were available at the parish-level, but in many areas the data collectors relied on diocese-level vital and sacramental statistics or on county-level estimates made using the American Religious Identification Survey (Jones et al. 2002) . The shift to congregationalbased direct reports in 2010 greatly reduced the number of Catholic adherents. The number of Catholics appears to decline from 62.0 million in 2000 to 58.9 million in 2010, but the figure reported to the Yearbook of American and Canadian Churches (YACC) suggests an increase from 63.7 to 68.2 million over the same time period (Lindner 2000 (Lindner , 2010 . Some survey estimates of Catholics do identify a recent flattening in adherents, but most do not (Grammich 2012) , which suggests the decline captured in the religion census is a data artifact. • Church of Latter-day Saints (LDS) For the 2000 collection, the LDS Church reported a total of 4.2 million adherents. This total excluded members who were baptized, but not associated with a specific congregation. A more inclusive count is the 5.2 million members reported by the Church in its Almanac and to the YACC (Lindner 2000) . For the 2010 collection, the LDS Church changed its procedures to include the previously excluded baptized persons and reported an adherent total of 6.1 million, a figure more consistent with what it has reported elsewhere (Lindner 2010 ) and more comparable to how other denominations count adherents in the religion census.
• The Southern Baptist Convention (SBC) The SBC reported adherents in a consistent way over time, but changed how they defined congregations. Prior to 2010, the congregation count did not include small ''mission'' gatherings, although adherents attending ''missions'' were counted. The SBC revised their 2010 methodology to include their mission congregations and therefore became consistent with other religious groups . As a result, there is a sudden increase of 9000 SBC congregations between 2000 and 2010 despite negligible growth in the number of adherents.
• Eastern Orthodox groups In 1980 and 1990, four Orthodox groups directly reported adherent counts and an additional seven groups provided congregational counts for 1990, but they provided no documentation regarding counting methodology (Quinn et al. 1982; Bradley et al. 1992) . For the 2000 and 2010 collections, however, data on a larger number of Eastern Orthodox groups were collected by a single PI using a more standardized definition of ''adherents that included both adults and children known to participate in services at the local parish'' (Jones et al. 2002) . As a result, the counts for several Orthodox groups change suddenly between 1990 and 2000.
• The Wesleyan Church The documentation of data collection methodologies are available for 2000 and 2010, but not for 1990, and a significant change in estimation is suggested between decades. In 2000, the Wesleyan Church provided adherent counts based on their own record-keeping, reflecting ''those who have some contact with the church through its various departments'' (Jones et al. 2002) . In 2010, they estimated that adherents were simply 30 percent more than the average attendance ).
• Black Protestant groups Only four historically Black Protestant groups directly reported their own counts in the 1980 collection (Quinn et al. 1982) . In 1990, three Black Protestant groups participated and an independent study estimated the size of Black Baptist Churches, but the estimates did not include any congregational counts (Bradley et al. 1992 ).
• Jewish groups The 1980 collection included direct counts of Conservative and Reform Judaism who were members of the United Synagogues of America (Quinn et al. 1982) . The 2010 count also has direct reporting, but from an expanded four branches of Judaism (Conservative, Reconstructionist, Reform and Orthodox) . In 1990 and 2000, however, the data collectors relied on the American Jewish Yearbook to identify adherents and the Jewish Almanac Yellow Pages and phone directories to identify congregations (Bradley et al. 1992; Jones et al. 2002 ).
• Independent Churches No efforts were made to count Independent Churches in 1980 and their measurement changed significantly between 2000 and 2010. In 1990 and 2000, the Megachurch Research Center gathered information on large, independent churches for the religion census by calling the churches via telephone, identifying about two million adherents in each year (Bradley et al. 1992; Jones et al. 2002) . In 2010, a more exhaustive study using Internet listings was possible, identifying 10 million more adherents than in the 1990 and 2000 religion censuses ).
• Old Order Amish Adherents in 1980 and 1990 were estimated using an arbitrary congregational size based on the age of the church (Quinn et al. 1982; Bradley et al. 1992) . 8 In 2000, the data were supplied from the Mennonite publishing house and were more congregationally specific in estimation (Jones et al. 2002) . For 2010, an exhaustive independent study was commissioned to conduct an accurate census using Amish settlement directories ).
In summary, longitudinal analyses specific to these groups is limited. Some of the caveats against overtime comparisons are negligible, depending on research questions and analytic plans. 
Missing Data
When merging the data, a third challenge is accounting for missing data in one or more of the collections. The vast majority of groups in the religion census have missing data in at least one of the datasets. Due to the expanding scope of the collections as well as individual group's partial or non-participation in one or more years, the pattern of missing data in the religion census is diverse. Using two missing data strategies, we were able to estimate the missing data of 40 religious groups. Of these, 26 groups become available across all four datasets, 10 groups are limited to a 2 or 3-year comparison, and the remaining four groups are included in an aggregate grouping (as noted in the merger and schism section). These strategies increased group participation 10 across all four datasets from 48 to 76, and from 92 to 111 in a 2-year comparison between 2000 and 2010. Appendix B lists all the affected groups and their new estimates.
The first missing data strategy uses simple linear interpolation and extrapolation to estimate the number of adherents and congregations among 23 groups who are missing both data types in only one of the four datasets. We limited our estimates to these 23 groups in the interest of retaining as many groups as possible without compromising the reliability and validity of the counts. Linear interpolation estimates the values between two points in time, and extrapolation estimates values beyond them, by continuing the line formed between the points.
11 An interpolation and extrapolation strategy is commonly used in economics research to fill in missing data for entire variable values. Past research has used interpolation/extrapolation with the religion census data to estimate values of total adherence in the years between and beyond the decennial datasets (Hillary and Hui 2009; Dyreng et al. 2012; Boone et al. 2013 ). The main assumption in this strategy is that adherent and congregation size has a linear relationship with time. This is the case for the vast majority of groups in the religion census data, and studies on church growth and decline usually observe a linear relationship with time (Finke and Stark 1986; Blau et al. 1993; Hadaway and Roozen 1993; Marcum 2017 ). Because we limited our use of the interpolation/extrapolation strategy to select groups with nearly complete data, we believe that the estimates are reasonable within the assumption of linear growth/decline. 12 We estimated the counts of 14 groups via extrapolation for 1980 or 2010, and another nine groups had their data estimated via interpolation for either 1990 or 2000, adding a cumulative 1.5 million adherents to the longitudinal file (see Table 3 ).
13
The second missing data strategy was applied to 17 groups. These groups had congregation counts but did not have adherent counts in either the 2000 or 2010 dataset. We estimated adherent counts in the missing year by multiplying their congregation counts by the observed adherent-to-congregation ratios (i.e. congregation size) within each county in the other year. We focused on the 2000-2010 time period because the majority of adherent-only missing data occurs in these 10 Full group participation is reserved for groups with both adherent and congregation data. This count includes groups with changes in measurement (e.g. Catholics). 11 We used the ''ipolate'' command with the epolate option in Stata 14, which uses the following general formula: y ¼ y1Ày0 x1Àx0 ðx À x 0 Þ þ y 0 : 12 For some groups, the aggregate count does not appear linear. This is because the formula is applied at the county level. The group may be in decline in some counties, but growing in others, resulting in an overall shift in size contrary to expectations. 13 In the merged file, a flag variable identifies the counts that are estimated using each missing data method.
2 years. This focus also improves the representation of Eastern Orthodox groups, for whom 2000 and 2010 are the only years when their measurement is comparable. 14 Estimations of adherents based on congregation-size have been used in the religion census data collections before, such as the 100 membership size applied to some Black Protestant congregations in the 2010 dataset . Such assigned congregation sizes, however, are relatively arbitrary and applied to counties of all characteristics. Our strategy improves on past estimations by using data from another year to inform the congregation size unique to each county, thereby capturing a more accurate picture of each group's geographic distribution and the addition/subtraction of adherents as congregations open or close. We used a few variations of the congregation-based strategy depending on the needs of the group. The adherents of three Eastern Orthodox groups were estimated in 2000 based on their adherent-to-congregation ratios in 2010. 15 Another 10 groups were missing adherents in 2010, and so we used their congregation size from 2000 as the multiplier. 16 For counties where there were congregations in 1 year, but not another, we assigned a conservative ''small church'' size of 40 adherents per congregation in that county.
We also adjusted our congregation-size strategy to estimate the adherent counts of the four groups affected by mergers and schisms. These four groups are: the Serbian Orthodox Church in the USA (New Gracanica Metropolitanate), Friends Unaffiliated Local Meetings, the Anglican Church in North America (ACNA), and the North American Lutheran Church (NALC). In Appendix B, a value of ''M'' indicates that these groups' data are merged with another group for that particular year. These four groups lack not only adherent counts in both 2000 and 2010, but their congregation counts are also missing in one of the years. To address the data limitations, we drew the adherent to congregation ratios from larger religious groups with which they share history and ideology (e.g. other Eastern Orthodox or Friends groups). In doing so, we are assuming that the groups with missing data have distributions similar to other groups with whom they share a theology and history, which is generally supported in the literature on religious regions (Stump 1998 ; Totals are rounded; individual estimates are kept un-rounded 14 There are 11 groups that have congregation counts but are missing adherents in 1990. We decided not to estimate these groups for two reasons: 1) they do not have sufficient participation in 2000 and 2010 to allow comparisons beyond 1990, or 2) they are an Eastern Orthodox group for whom measurement changes in 2000 disallow comparisons before and after 2000. Bauer 2012). For the Serbian Orthodox Church, we used the ratio of all other Orthodox groups that participated in the 2000 dataset and multiplied the ratio by the number of Serbian congregations. For the Friends Unaffiliated Local Meetings we used the ratio from all other participating Friends groups in 2010. For the ACNA and NALC, we used all Evangelical Protestants. 17 Both the ACNA and the NALC have national-level statistics about their congregation and membership size on their official websites, which provide additional insight into the size that the congregations of each group tend to be. Their national-level congregational size was weighted by the geographical representation of other Evangelical Protestants in the 2010 dataset.
18 The congregation-size estimate recovers nearly 1 million adherents across 2000 and 2010, and both strategies together add nearly 2.5 million across all 4 years of data (Table 3) .
The two missing data strategies are not without caveats. The congregation-size strategy assumes that the average congregation size within the county for each group is the same over two decades. In reality, it is foreseeable that the addition or loss of a congregation could alter the average congregation size in a county, and recent evidence suggests that smaller congregations are more likely to close than large ones, which are becoming even larger in recent decades (Chaves 2017) . These factors indicate that change in average congregation size between decades does occur, and our approach masks the co-existence of small and large congregations that open or close at different rates within the same county. Among the schism/ merger groups, we further assumed that the congregation size and/or distribution of the group matched that of ideologically similar religious groups, although there are likely counties where this is not the case. Our interpolation and extrapolation techniques also provide relatively simplistic estimates of missing data, where the only relationship considered is a linear one with time. Extrapolation also cannot predict future geographic expansion, but this problem is limited to only two groups for whom we extrapolated values in the 2010 dataset. The simplicity of our missing data methods, however, has future value; it is relatively easy for data users to update them using the 2020 religion census when it becomes available. We recommend that researchers use the missing data estimates within larger religious group traditions or families, such as measuring the size of all Evangelical or Friends groups, rather than to accurately represent the growth or decline of the specific religious group. Overall, we believe our estimates improve the data by increasing group representation and 17 We chose Evangelical Protestants as the larger category for the ACNA and NALC because the groups are more conservative than their Mainline 'parent' denominations, and also because the Evangelical adjustment produced estimates closer to each group's national membership than the Mainline adjustment would have. Evangelical Protestants in the 2010 dataset were identified using RELTRAD categorizations as a guide (Steensland et al. 2000) . 18 We used the following formula: Missing Group Adherents = Group's National Congregation Size 9 (County Evangelical Protestant Congregation Size/National Evangelical Protestant Congregation Size) 9 Group Congregations. The national congregation size for each group came from their official statistical reports available online. The ACNA's most recent online report (Anglican Church in North America 2017) identified 116 adherents per congregation; we used a size of 100 as a more conservative estimate. The national congregation size for the NALC was 352 in 2015 (North American Lutheran Church 2016); we used a size of 300 as a more conservative estimate.
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Standardizing Areal Units
Whereas the first three challenges addressed how to offer comparable counts of congregations and adherents over time, the final challenge is concerned with the unit of analysis. While no changes in state boundaries have occurred in many decades, a total of 92 counties are affected by changes between 1980 and 2010 that are problematic for data users. For instance, the creation of a county results in the reallocation of other counties' population into the new county, while the dissolution of a county results in its population being allocated to one or more surrounding counties. The 1980 and 1990 religion census datasets also are distinct from the 2000 and 2010 datasets in how they treat independent cities in Virginia. In 1980 and 1990, many (but not all) of the religious group counts in independent cities were attributed to their surrounding counties, making it appear that the independent cities have missing data and that the surrounding counties had more adherents than actual (Quinn et al. 1982; Bradley et al. 1992) . In 2000 and 2010, the counts in independent cities have adherent/congregation counts separate from their surrounding counties. This problem makes it impossible to compare the counts in Virginia independent cities and surrounding counties from 1980/1990 to 2000/2010 without aggregating them. To keep counties consistent across all four waves, we created aggregate county units to standardize their boundaries. For instance, the creation of Broomfield County in Colorado in 2001 took territory from four surrounding counties. We therefore merged all five of the counties for 1980-2010 to maintain consistent boundaries. Likewise, counties that were dissolved over the time period were combined with the counties they dissolved into for the years prior to their dissolution. South Boston City and Clifton Forge City counties in Virginia were among the counties in the U.S. that dissolved over the time period, as are several territories in Alaska. Secondly, we addressed the problem of the independent cities in Virginia, which affected 61 county and county-equivalents. We merged the independent cities with their 'parent' counties in 2000 and 2010, just as they appear in 1980 and 1990. Each of the county mergers are detailed in Appendix C. In the original 2010 dataset, there are 3149 counties. After implementing the necessary county mergers between 1980 and 2010, there are 3096 counties and countyequivalents in the new longitudinal file.
19 19 The longitudinal file is not available with de-aggregated counties. Aggregated county counts were necessary to calculate missing data and could not be deconstructed afterwards without additional bias. Researchers may contact the authors to inquire about altering the data to accommodate fewer aggregations (e.g. examining only 2000-2010 data doesn't require Virginia Independent City aggregations). Table 4 summarizes the consequences of our many adjustments. 20 Along with making the data more comparable overtime, the adjustments also sharply increased the number of adherents that could be included from each collection in the final merged files. The most substantial increases were for the white Protestant groups. If we were to use the religion census datasets without any adjustments, several Protestant groups would be omitted due to schisms, mergers, aggregations, measurement changes and missing data. Accounting for schisms, mergers and other group aggregations allows for the full inclusion of the Episcopal Church, the Evangelical Lutheran Churches in America, several additional Mennonite groups, all of the Friends groups and the Moravian Church in America (see Table 1 ). As shown in Table 4 , adjusting for mergers and schisms adds between six and nine million additional adherents in each year of the dataset, particularly benefiting the 20 Mainline and Evangelical categorization was based on the RELTRAD specification detailed by Steensland et al.(2000) . Appendix A identifies the RELTRAD category assigned to each group and a RELTRAD variable is also included in the longitudinal file.
Summary of Improvements and Remaining Limitations
Mainline aggregate count. Including the United Methodist Church after adjusting for their measurement change also greatly increases Mainline adherents by about 10 million each year. Including the missing data estimates (net those involved in the mergers and schisms) adds approximately 1.5 million more adherents each year. We also can see the benefit of the county mergers in the last section of Table 4 . By including the merged county units, we added between two and three million Protestant adherents to the dataset. Taken altogether, the changes allowed for the more reliable inclusion of an additional 20-23 million Protestant adherents in each year. Despite these improvements, limitations in utilizing all 4 years of data for longitudinal analyses remain. We did not estimate adherent and congregation counts of all the groups who had missing data, and not all groups involved in schisms are present in the years following their founding. The most significant limitations, however, are the unamendable measurement changes among some of the largest religious groups. Adherent comparisons across all 4 years are mostly limited to predominantly white Mainline and Evangelical Christian denominations. If the analyses are limited to fewer years of data or to congregational counts, however, the new longitudinal files still can be used to study additional groups, such as Catholics, Jews, Mormons, or some of the Orthodox Christian groups (see Table 2 ). Unfortunately, the historically African-American denominations are not fully represented in any of the collections. Limitations remain, but the new longitudinal files offer important improvements for using the religions censuses for overtime research.
Conclusion
The decennial religious censuses now collected by the Association of Statisticians of American Religious Bodies have been used extensively by researchers; but the complexities of merging the files have prevented most from using the files for explaining religious change over time. Schisms and mergers, changing geographical boundaries, modified methods of reporting and various sources of missing data have posed challenges that made the merging both complex and time consuming. Some of the challenges required demographic training, others required an extensive knowledge of the specific groups being studied. Addressing these challenges required both expertise and time.
We have made several changes to the 1980, 1990, 2000 and 2010 religion census datasets in order to address challenges associated with merging the data collections into a longitudinal file. These changes included alterations to variable names, the creation of new combined groups to correct for schisms and mergers, introducing alternative counts of the United Methodist Church, providing estimates for missing data and merging county units in the county-level file. Collectively, these changes produced new longitudinal files that increase religious group representation, reduce bias from missing data, improve the file's ease of use and are readily accessible from theARDA.com.
We have issued several warnings on the limitations of the data and on which groups can be meaningfully compared over time, but this shouldn't distract from the many opportunities the merged files offer. For a core group of 70 religious groups, 21 meaningful comparisons among adherents and congregations now can be made using all four collections. For many of the remaining groups, comparable data is now available for at least two points in time. This allows researchers to explore how groups change in size and geography over time and how these changes are related to other social, demographic and economic changes. Overall, we believe that our efforts greatly improve the quality of the data by reducing missing data and making the data more comparable over time, and will simplify the process of accessing and using a merged file for all users.
